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REPLY TO OPPOSITIONS TO PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

Capstar TX Limited Partnership, CCB Texas Licenses, L.P., Clear Channel Broadcasting 

Licenses, Inc., and Rawhide Radio, LLC (“Joint Parties”), by their counsel, hereby submit this 

Reply to the Oppositions to Petition for Reconsideration filed by Charles Crawford and Kathryn 

Pyeatt (“Crawford”), Radio Ranch, Ltd. (“RRL”),’ and Munbilla Broadcasting Properties, Ltd. 

(“MBPL”) in these proceedings. In support hereof, the Joint Parties state as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. On May 9,2005, the Joint Parties’ filed a Counterproposal in MB Docket No. 05- 

1 12. This Counterproposal was a refiling’ of the Counterproposal submitted in MM Docket No. 

’ RRL has not previously participated in either MB Docket Nos. 05-1 12,05-15 1, or in the related proceeding, MB 
Docket No. 01-148. RRL has not identified itself nor stated what interest it may have which would be affected by 
the Joint Parties’ proposal. 

The Joint Parties refer to the filing as a refiling because it substantially replicates the October 10,2000 
Counterproposal filed in MM Docket No. 00-148. 
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00-148 (“the Quanah pr~ceeding”).~ The Joint Parties implored the Commission to resolve the 

Quanah proceeding first. That request was ignored. As a result, the Fredericksburg, Texas, and 

Llano, Texas, et al, proceedings are caught up in reconsideration proceedings. The Media 

Bureau has made several serious errors that have precluded consideration of the Joint Parties’ 

proposal ever since it was originally filed on October 10, 2000. In that Counterproposal, the 

Joint Parties stated “in the event that the Commission finds a defect in some portion of the 

proposal, it can be severed into two separate proposals, either of which can be granted 

inde~endently.”~ The Joint Parties then set forth the specific proposals which could be 

considered ~eparately.~ The Commission ignored this separate proposal. At that time, the 

Commission had no stated policy prohibiting consideration of alternative proposals.6 Despite the 

fact that the Commission had no such policy at that time, the Joint Parties would have refiled its 

proposal if it were possible to do so. However, the Media Bureau failed to enter the proposal 

into its data base and protect it against later filed conflicting rule making proposals and 

applications. As a result, eight (8) conflicting petitions and two (2) conflicting applications were 

either granted, accepted or held in queue. Although the Commission later recognized its mistake 

and dismissed some of the late filed conflicting proposals, presumably to allow it to consider the 

Joint Parties’ proposal, the Commission has yet to consider the Joint Parties’ proposal on the 

merits. As far back as June 16, 2003, the Joint Parties urged the Commission to initiate a 

Quanah, TX, el al., 18 FCC Rcd 9495 (ME3 2003), a f d  Memorandum Opinion and Order, 19 FCC Rcd 7159 (ME3 
2004), app. for review pending. 

Joint Parties Counterproposal at pp. 36-39. 4 

Id. 

That prohibition was first announced i s  2001. See Window, Camp Verde, Mayer and Lew City, Az, 16 FCC Rec 6 

955 1 (MB 2001) at para. 9. In that case, the Bureau stated that “effective upon publication of this Memorandum 
Opinion h Order in the Federal Register, we will no longer entertain optional or alternative proposals.. ..” 
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separate proceeding by NPRM and allow comparative consideration of the Joint Parties' 

Counterproposal and all of the errantly accepted conflicting petitions as well as any new 

proposals that may be timely filed.7 However, that suggestion has also been ignored. Attached as 

Exhibit 1 is a copy of the Petition for Partial Reconsideration and Request for Expedited Action 

filed on June 16, 2003. That Petition contains many of the same arguments being made by the 

Joint Parties in this proceeding more than 4 years later. The Joint Parties request that the 

pleading be made part of the record in this proceeding. 

2. Instead, the Bureau stated in its 2003 Memorandum Order & Opinion' in MM 

Docket 00-148 that the Joint Parties should refile their proposal once the conflicting proposals 

were dismissed. But it is more than four years later and several of those proposals are still 

pending despite the Court of Appeals decision that these proposals should not have been 

accepted. The Joint Parties did try to refile in the instant proceeding in order to protect their 

proposals from these additional conflicting petitions. However, the Bureau held that the Joint 

Parties failed to protect MBPL's permit for Station KHLE, which, in turn, was granted 

conditioned on Joint Parties' proposal! The Bureau justifies this treatment under its Auburn' 

policy (which was decided later in 2003). But with all of the previous Commission errors, the 

Auburn policy should not have been applied to permit the filings in this proceeding 

CRAWFORD'S OPPOSITION 

3. Crawford irresponsibly charges the Joint Parties with having some role in the 

filing of the original Quanah petition. The Joint Parties have stated repeatedly and unequivocally 

' Petition for Partial Reconsideration and Request for Expedited Action at pp. 1-2. 

19 FCC Rcd 7159 (MB 2004). 

18 FCC Rcd 10333 (MB 2003) 
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that they knew nothing of this proposal nor of the party who filed the proposal. Also Crawford 

asserts that “Now the Joint Parties want the Commission to issue a NPRM.”’o However, the 

Joint Parties urged the Commission to issue a NPRM on many occasions starting as far back as 

2003. The only obstacle to the issuance of the NPRM has been the numerous conflicting 

proposals filed by Crawford. The Joint Parties have stated that the Commission does not need to 

dismiss these conflicting proposals before issuing the NPRM, it can combine them into the 

NPRM.” 

4. Crawford claims that “the Joint Parties’ reconsideration petition would not serve 

the public interest.” However, the Joint Parties would provide two first local services to 

Lakeway and Lago Vista, Texas and an overall net gain in 60 dBu coverage to over one million 

people. Crawford pretends that the Court of Appeals has announced a policy which limits the 

inclusion of proposals to the distance of two full class C facilities or approximately 300 miles in 

all directions. No such policy was announced by the Court and certainly has not been adopted by 

the Commission. As for Katheryn Pyeatt’s participation in this proceeding, the Joint Parties try 

to avoid the rampant speculation conducted by other parties against them but it is unclear why 

she is contesting the Petition for Reconsideration when she has voluntarily and, without 

responding to anyone else’s request, withdrew her interest in the Fredericksburg proposal. 

RADIO RANCH’S OPPOSITION 

5 .  RRL claims that the Joint Parties raised only two matters that are in any way 

substantive. First, RRL refers to the Joint Parties’ previous request to separate their proposal 

from the larger counterproposal submitted on October 10, 2000 in MM Docket No. 00-148. 

l o  Opposition at p. 2. 

See Petition for Partial Reconsideration in MM Docket No. 00-148 referenced in note 5, supra. I I  



RRL states that the Bureau has already rejected it and “need not reconsider it now.’’ RRL is 

wrong. The Joint Parties’ Request to separate its proposal has been ignored repeatedly and 

without explanation by the Bureau. As a matter of fairness for all of the mistakes that it has 

made, the Bureau should definitely reconsider and at the very least issue a Notice of Proposed 

Rule Making. RRL notes that “the Joint Parties’ Counterproposal was deemed defective because 

of a short spacing problem.. ..” RRL is wrong again. The short spacing problem did not involve 

the Joint Parties’ proposal either as set forth in this proceeding or as it was originally offered as 

an alternative in MM Docket No. 00-148. The Commission did depart from the precedent cited 

by the Joint Parties because its separate proposal was not technically defective.” 

6. Second, RRL argues that the Commission properly applied its Auburn.policy to 

this case, particularly since any party relying on the Commission’s earlier decision proceeds at 

their own risk. However, this proceeding is different and does not lend itself to the Auburn 

policy. In Auburn, the Commission decided to allow parties who file new proposals to rely on 

rule making grants that are effective but subject to appeal and therefore not final. The reason 

behind doing so was to avoid appeals designed to delay staff decisions and to allow third parties 

to take advantage of the decision since the parties to the proceeding could already do so. 

7. Here applying the Auburn policy is not necessary to avoid delay in effectuating 

anyone else’s proposal. It should be clear that the Joint Parties are not interested in delaying 

anyone else’s proposal. Their only interest is to have their proposal considered on its merits. Nor 

is it the case that the Joint Parties are taking advantage of the Commission’s decision where third 

parties were unable to do so as in the Auburn proceeding. The Bureau denied the Joint Parties’ 

See e.g., Noblesville, Indianapolis, and Fishers, IN, 18 FCC Rcd 11039 (MB2003); Saratoga, M, et al., 15 FCC I2 

Rcd 10358 (MMB 2000); Oakdale and Campti, LA, 7 FCC Rcd 1033 (MMB 1992); MiIford, UT, 19 FCC Rcd 
10335 (MB 2005). 
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Counterproposal in MM Docket No. 00-148 so there no implementation pending by any of the 

Joint Parties. Yet the Bureau has entertained several late filed petitions submitted by third 

parties which were accepted as a result of the Bureau’s failure to enter the Joint Parties’ 

Counterproposal into its data base and continues to entertain conflicting proposals and 

applications under this Auburn policy. However the Bureau has never before extended the 

Auburn policy to the type of circumstances involved in this case and by doing so is severely 

complicating the various related rule making and application proceedings. 

MBPL’S OPPOSITION 

9. MBPL complains that reconsideration would prejudice the Goldthwaite allotment. 

It emphasizes that the Joint Parties’ Counterproposal did not protect the Station KHLE 

authorization and that the Bureau’s decision recognizing this short spacing was correct. MBPL 

states that it is too late for the Joint Parties to correct this short spacing because it may affect 

administrative efficiency and the orderly processing of rule making proposals. MBPL states that 

when the Joint Parties’ dismissal was final, it should have refiled its proposal to protect all prior 

filed petitions and applications and “that course of action has been - and remains - available to 

the Joint par tie^."'^ 

10. MBPL then asserts that on July 18, 2007, it applied to change channels for its 

permit at Mason, Texas (Facility ID No. 65378) from Ch 259A to Ch 249A(BMPH- 

2007071 S A A J ) .  MBPL states that it has filed under the Auburn policy and is willing to take the 

risk of an adverse ruling in either the Quanah or Fredericksburg proceedings. Finally, MBPL 

Opposition at p. 6.  13 



argues that the Petition for Reconsideration does not meet any of the standards set forth in 

Section 1.429(b) of the Commission’s Rules. 

11. It is surprising to hear that MBPL complains that the Joint Parties are causing the 

proceeding to become inefficient and disorderly. The Joint Parties have been victimized for over 

seven (7) years now by the extremely disorderly and inefficient manner in which its proposal has 

been treated. The Joint Parties have recounted numerous times that the Commission ignored and 

failed to protect the Joint Parties’ proposal in the data base (CDBS), the Commission has yet to 

consider the proposal on its merits despite having described it as a “technically acceptable 

allotment proposal.”l4 Instead, during this seven (7) year period, the Commission has continued 

to accept conflicting proposals and then deny them for being late filed, delay processing them or 

grant them with a condition (and sometimes without a condition) on the outcome of MB Docket 

No. 00-148. The Joint Parties have alerted the Commission to this disorderly and inefficient 

process on numerous occasions. In addition, Crawford challenged this process and the dismissal 

of some of its proposals by filing reconsideration, review to the Commission, and in two cases, 

Beizjamin and Mason, Texas (MM Docket Nos. 01-131 and 01-133)’ Crawford filed an appeal to 

the U.S. Court of Appeals.” Invoking the Auburn policy has made the process exponentially 

more ineffective and disorganized. That is why the Joint Parties have referred to the Commission 

as “having lost its way” and “sending mixed signals” for the Joint Parties to refile with no 

impediments and then continue to place further impediments in its way. MBPL is misguided if it 

believes that the Joint Parties could have simply refiled its proposal after the Report and Order 

was issued in MM Docket 00-148. 

~~ 

l4 MO&O, 19 FCC Rcd 7 159 at paragraph 13. 

Is Crawford v. FCC, 417 F.2d 1289 (DC Cir. 2005). The only purpose for the Commission to have dismissed these 
proposals would be to allow consideration of the Joint Parties’ proposal on the merits 

12741724.2 7 



12. Here the Fredericksburg proposal is contingent on the Joint Parties’ proposal in 

MM Docket No. 00-148. The Joint Parties were compelled to refile their proposal in this 

proceeding to ensure it remains protected. Notwithstanding this refiling, the Joint Parties’ 

proposal for Channel 297A at Llano remains the same insofar as Munbilla is concerned.’6 The 

Station KHLE permit is short spaced to the Channel 297A proposal at Llano by 3 kilometers. 

The proposal before the Commission in this proceeding is exactly the same - the substitution of 

Ch. 297A at Llano, Texas. It makes no sense for Munbilla to be able to argue that although it 

knowingly accepted a condition that its preferred site for Station KHLE was subject to the Llano 

proposal when filed in 2000, it is no longer subject to the same proposal when refiled in the 

current proceeding. To accept such an argument would be to place form over substance. To 

better deal with this problem created through no fault of the Joint Parties, the Commission 

should, at the very least, delay action in the Fredericksburg proceeding until after MM Docket 

00-148 is final or, preferably, merge this docket into MM Docket 00-148 so that the Joint Parties 

may have their proposal considered on its merits without the influence of several other 

contingent, subsequent, and untimely filed proposals. 

13. MBPL has now placed an additional obstacle in the way of an “orderly process” 

by filing an application to change channels for its Mason permit. The Joint Parties again urge the 

Commission to act in an orderly fashion aqd take appropriate action on the merits of the Joint 

Parties proposal first. Finally, as for the standards set forth in Section 1.429@) for 

reconsideration, the Joint Parties offered a solution to the Station KHLE short spacing, pointed 

out that additional conflicting proposals such as Christine, Texas (MB Docket 07-78) continue to 

As indicated, W ’ s  interest in this proposal has not been stated. In addition, Crawford has not indicated which of 16 

his many proposals is of concern by this refiling. 
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be filed, and certainly demonstrated that under subsection (3) the public interest would be served 

by having the Commission consider the Joint Parties proposal on its merits. 

CONCLUSION 

14. As the Joint Parties noted in its Petition for Reconsideration, it has been more 

than three (3) years since the filing of the Application for Review in MM Docket No. 00-148 and 

more than two (2) years since the Court of Appeals directed the Commission to dismiss the 

conflicting proposals. It is incumbent upon the Commission to take action in MM Docket 00- 

148 along with the pending conflicting petitions first and withhold action on any additional 

conflicting proposals to avoid krther complications and administrative paralysis. This is not an 

appropriate proceeding to rely on the Auburn policy and continue to take actions on contingent 

proposals. 

15. It is worth repeating that the Commission still has several alternatives available to 

resolve this matter. The Commission can consider the Joint Parties' proposal on review in the 

context of MM Docket No. 00-148 by issuing a NPRM in that proceeding. This option would be 

fair to all interested parties and allow any other conflicting proposal to receive comparative 

consideration. As suggested in the Application for Review, the Bureau could issue the NPRM 

now subject to any further action in MM Docket No. 00-148 taken on review by the Commission 

with respect to the late filed conflicting proposals previously dismissed by the Commission. 

16. Alternatively, the Bureau can treat the Joint Parties' proposal filed in this 

proceeding as a response to its invitation to refile as stated in the MO&O in MM Docket No. 00- 

148 with the assurance that there would be no impediments to the acceptability of such a filing. 

Under this scenario any other proposals timely submitted in the instant proceeding, including the 

proposed new allotment for Goldthwaite, Texas, would receive comparative consideration. The 



proceeding could also include the solution offered to the conflict noted in the R&O between the 

substitution of Ch. 297A at Llano, Texas for Station KAJZ(FM) and the authorization issued to 

Station KHLE(FM), Burnet, Texas on Ch. 295A. Rawhide Radio, LLC, one of the Joint Parties, 

and the licensee of the Llano station consented to the change in site. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Commission should reverse its decision 

and consider the Joint Parties' Counterproposal on its merits either in the Quanah proceeding or 

in this proceeding.. 

Respectfully submitted, 

RAWHIDE RADIO, LLC 

By: . 

Wiley Rein LLP 
1776 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 719-7503 

Its Counsel 

November 23,2007 

CLEAR CHANNEL BROADCASTING 
LICENSES, INC. 
CCB TEXAS LICENSES, L.P. 
CAPSTAR TX LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

By: 

t) 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 719-7370 

Their Counsel 
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DOCKET FILE COPY CRtGlNAL ORIGINAL 
Before the RECEIVED Federal Communications Commission 

In the Mattcr of  

Washington, D.C. 20554 

Aincndment ot’ Section 73.202(b), 
Table of Allotments, 
FM Broadcast Stations. 
(Quanah, Archer City, Converse, Flatonia, 
Georgetown, Ingram, Keller, Knox City, 
Lakeway, I,ago Vista, Llano, McQueeney, 
Nolanville, San Antonio, Seymour. Waco and 
Wcllington, Texas, and Ardmore, Durant, 
Elk City. Hcaldton, Lawton and Purccll, 
O k  I ahoma.) 

) MM Docket No. 00- 148 
1 RM-9939 
1 RM-10198 
) 
) 
1 
) 
) 
1 

To: Chief. Audio Division 
Media Bureau 

PETJTJON FOR PARTJAL RECONSIDERATlON 
AND REQUEST FOR EXPEDITED ACTION 

Rawhide Radio, LLC. Capstar TX Limited Partnership, and Clear Channcl Broadcasting 

Licenses, Inc. (collcctively *‘Joint Petitioners“), by their counsel, pursuant to Section 1.429 of the 

Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. 4 1.429, hereby petition fbr partial reconsideration of the Repor! 

(rnd Order in the above-captioned proceeding, D A  03-1 533 (rel. May 8, 2003). The Report and 

Ordcr reviewed Joint Petitioners’ Counterproposal and severed it into two parts. The Joint 

Petitioners ask the Commission to ( i )  reconsider that portion of the Rcport and Order which 

summarily dismissed the portion oftheir proposal to amend the FM Table of Allotments set forth 

i n  the footnote below (hcrcinafter “Proposal”)” and ( i i )  issue a notice of proposed rule making 

1 The larnt Petitloncrs’ Proposal consists of the following changes to the FM Table of Allotments: (1) reallot 
(‘tianncl 24YC‘ I liorn McQueeney. Texas to Converse, Texas (KVCQ); (2) allot Channel 232A to Flatonia, Texas; 
(3)  delere Channel 244C1 ai Georgetown, Texas and allot Channel 243C2 to Lago Vista. Texas (KHFI); ( 4 )  
sub3litute Channel 25hA for Channel 243A at Ingram, Texas (vacant); (5) delete Channel 248C at Waco, Texas and 
al lo i  Channcl ?47C1 to Lakeway. Texas (KWTX): (6) substitute Channel 297A for Channel 242A at Llano. Texas 
( K H A E ) ;  (7)  substitute Channel 249A h r  Channel ?97A at Nolain*ille, Texas (KLFX); and (8) substitute Channel 
2 4 X - 1  tbr Channel 247C a t  San Antonio. Texas (KAJA). 

... , . . . .  . .  > .  .. r.. . .  . .- . .  
. .  . .  : :-L ’ ::’: . .  , 1 



which indudcs thc clcments of the Proposal, together with conflicting FM rule making proposals 

which wcrc tiled with the Commission by other parties subsequent to the filing of the 

Ccwntcrproposd. Due to the excessive delay (two and one-half years) in taking the initial action 

o n  the Proposal, the Joint Petitioners request that the Commission take this action on an 

cxpcdlfed basis. In support, the fbllcrwing is stated: 

I .  ‘This proceeding initially involved a proposal to add an FM channel to Quanah, 

Texas. SL‘C No/icc uf Proposed Rule Making, I5 FCC Rcd 15809 (2002) (“NPRM”). The Joint 

Pctitioners rjmely tiled a Counterproposal on October 10, 2000 which involved various 

communities in Texas and Ok!..ihoma. Two and one-half years later, the Commission issued the 

Rc’port m7d Order. which considered the Proposal as being separate and distinct from other 

clcinents of’ thc counterproposal. It denied the other elements of the counterproposal due to a 

hart spacing between the proposed substitution of Channel 230C1 at Archer City, Texas, and 

the then-pending application for Station KICM, b u m ,  Texas. Reporf and Ordcr at fl4-5. It 

also denied thc Proposal, but not because o f  any technical defect - rather, solely on the ground 

that i t  did no t  conflict with the proposed a!lotinent to Quanah, Texas, as set tbrth in the NPRM.” 

/k)pori trrid Order at 6-7. 

I‘ho Commission also stated that iI “no longer entertains alternative proposals set forth in 
coiinrerproposals.” citing Ct’in.s/on~. C i r r n p  b’erde, Mnyrr and Sun Ci/y Wtw, Arizontr, 16 FCC Rcd 955 I (200 I ) .  
I lowewr, this policy does not bar acceptance and consideration of the Joint Petitioners’ Proposal for two reasons. 
fir?[, this Proposal predates the sratcd change in  policy. I t  was liled on October 10, 2000. at a time when the 
C.’oinmission routinely accepted and processed alternative proposals. The Commission did not change that policy 
until May. 2001. l4/2~+)1,, s u p {  In doing so, i t  stated that the policy would become effective as to “an initial 
pcitiion for mlc making or in a counterproposal” upon publication in the Federal Register. Id. See 66 Fed. Reg. 
10237 (May 30, 1001) 1 1  therefcrc has no applicability to ihe prior-tiled instant Proposal. Second, the instant 
I’roposal ih tior iirl ”aliemaiive propsiill” wiihin the scope of the M/indow policy. That policy WaS expt-essly 
designed i o  prevent altcmativcs i n  which the Commission was pur to a choice’as to which altcrnativc Q adopt, and 
conscquenlly open iisel I‘m second-gucssing on reconsideration. Sw Wins/i>n: suprcl. I 6  FCC Rcd at 9555 (‘.even a 
singlc opliorial or alienialive proposal has required us lo speculate on the proposal actually pretend by the 
pl-oponenr or what prc)posnl would, in  our view, have the greatesl public interest benefit.”). I n  this case, there was 
n o  chotce If the coun~crproposaf as  a wliofc were defective. [hen one or the other of the two severed porlions would 
rleczssarlly he dcfeclivc as well. Thus. only one of  them ~ , o u / d  be grantable, and the Cornmission was not required 
COlll’d. . . . 



2. There is no dispute that the Proposal, standing alone, was facially acceptable, 

Accordingly, the Joint Petitioners submit that the Commission was required to consider the 

Proposal on its o w n  merits and erred in dismissing it entirely. The Commission’s decision to 

tlisiniss the Proposal without substantive consideration was contrary to principles of fundamental 

ilue process :is embodied in the Administrative Procedure Act, inconsistent with a substantial 

body of  case law (including a case decided as recently as May 30, 2003), and contrary to the 

public intcrest. 

3 .  Under 5 U.S.C. S; 553(e) of the APA, the Cornmission is required to give an 

intcrcsted person the right to petition for the issuance o f  a rule. If such a petition is denied, the 

agency must givc prompt notice ot‘ its denial, and the reasons therefor. 5 U.S.C. 6 55S(e). It is 

not within the Coinmission’s power to reject a petition for rule making outright unless i t  is 

patently defectivo. Nurionat 01-2 /i)r the Reform of’Mnrijuana Laws v. hgersoll, 497 F.2d 654 

(D.C. C’ir. 1974); Sec Municipd Light Boards v, FPC, 450 F.2d 1341, 1345 (D.C. Cir. 197 l), 

( c ~ - / .  d e n i d .  405 U.S. 989 (1972) (rejection ofa filing is appropriate if “the filing is so deficient 

on i t s  ficc that the agency may properly return i t  to the filing party without even awaiting a 

responsive tiling by any  othcr party in interest”). The Joint Petitioners’ ProposaI was clearly nnf 

deticient on i ts  face. Hcnce, the Commission was required to consider its merits. 

3. Since thc fcmnation o f  the F M  Table of Allotments, the Commission has 

ciitcrtsinal proposals for rule making to amcnd the FM Table of Allotments 

tirst-served basis. A coirnfc~rproposnl is simply a proposal for rule making 

on a first-come, 

that is mutually 

. . Cont’d. 
to choose. Since the Commission found that rhe Joint Petitioners’ Proposal was not in conflict with the proposed 
allntinenr to Quanah, Tcuas, i r  correctly treated i t  as a separate Proposal. not as an alternative. Thus, h e  Winshtw 
policy was not a bar to accepting the Proposal and issuing a notice of proposed rule making. 



cxclusivc with (and timely tiled with respect to) another pending proposal. See lmplemencurion 

o! RC' D0ckc.l 80-90 20 1ncrca.w rhc Avuihbilify ufFM Broadcast Assignments, 5 FCC Rcd 931 

( 1 WO). It is the element of' mutual exclusivity that converts a proposal into a counterproposal. 

Sw fincit.ood, South Carolina, 5 FCC Rcd 7609 (1990) (a mutually exclusive rule making 

proposal submitted by the counterproposal deadline in a proceeding IS considered in the context 

ot that proceeding). 

5 .  On the other hand, if mutual exclusivity is not present, an FM rule making 

counlerproposal is just like any other proposal to amend the FM Table of Allotments, and must 

he acccprcd and considered like every other FM mte making proposal, based on the date i t  was 

tiled with thc Commission. rhe Commission has consistently followed this rule. Most recently, 

in hoblcsvilir. lndiunapoliy. and Fi.rher.c, Indiana, DA 03-1 L 18 (rel. May 30, 2003), the 

('oininission rejected a proposal that was not mutually exclusive with the original petition, but 

held that the proposal would be considercd in a separate proceeding. Id. at 1 and 3 n.4. This 

i s  virtually identical to the present situation. See also Snratoga, Wyoming el ai., 15 FCC Rcd 

10358. 10359 (2000) (counterproposal no longer i n  conflict with initial proposal treated as a new 

pctition for rule inaking in il separate proceeding); Aha. Oklahoma, ef af., I 1  FCC Rcd 20915 

( 1096) (counterproposal not in conflict with initial proposal accepted as a new petition); Oakdale 

m d  (,'ampti, 1,oulsinna. 7 FCC Rcd 1033 n.5 (1992) (proposal not in conflict with initial 

proposal set forth in separate notice o f  proposed rule making); Kingston, Tennessee, 2 FCC Rcd 

3580 n. 1 (1487) (proposal not in conflict with pending proposal accepted in a proceeding); 

~ ' f ~ : t ~ ~ l t ~ l ~ i ~ l ,  ,YW Y0t-k. et d., 2 FCC Rcd 1 169, 1 I71 n.2 (1987) (separate proceeding initiated to 

adclrcss non-conflicting counterproposal tiled elsewhere). In the Repor! crnd Order, the 

('oininission gave 110 reason why it  treated thc Joint Petitioners' Proposal differently than these 



other proposals which involved counterproposals found not to he in conflict with initial rule 

inriking proposals.- By failing to issue a separate noticc of proposed rulc making for the 

Proposal, the Commission deviated hoin past practice and did not act in accordance with the 

public intcrcst. 

7 

6 .  The Commission must accept the Joint Petitioners’ Proposal as a new petition for 

rulc  inaking o n  a nrincpro mnc basis - that is, with a priority dating back to the date it was filed, 

October IO, 2000. I t  i s  not appropriate fbr thc Ci~mrnission to dismiss the Proposal after two and 

onc-half yclrrs and invite the Joint Petitioners to retile it,  particularly given the Commission’s 

actions in the intervening ycars sincc i t  was filed. In theory, if the Commission had done 

everything correctly, the Proposal would have been afforded protection from untimely 

applications and petitions, and thc spectrum would currently be clear for the refiling of the same 

proposal. Howcver, thc Commission did not do everything correctly. Not only did it take two 

ilnd one-half‘ ycars -. an unconscionable length of time - to find that the Joint Petitioners’ 

Proposal did not contlict with the original proposal in the proceeding, but in  violation of its own 

procedural rulcs, thc Commission also accepted eight FM rule making proposals and granted one 

FM application which contlict with the Joint Petitioners’ earlier filed Proposal. See Exhibit A. 

As  the attached channel studies demonstrate, the Joint Petitioners cannot refile the Proposal as a 

w w  proposal. because it would contlict with numerous proposals which the Commission 

crroncously accepted atter the Joint Petitioners’ Proposal was filed. See Exhibit B. 

1 
L A dtl’krent situation is prcsciited when a proposal is not mutually edusive but rather cunringm upon a 
hpccific ouiconic in a pending proceeding. In such situarions, the Cornmission may dismiss the contingent proposal 
and i t  can bc rcfiled when the proceeding has been concluded. SCJC Eufuula, Wagoner, IVnrtwr, und Surd Springs, 
Oklrrhomcr. 12 tC‘C Rcd 3743 ( I  907). 



7 tt would hc unfair to require the Joint Petitioners to refile now, and somehow 

protect the subsequently tilcd proposals and allotments identified in Exhibit A, given that the 

Joint Petitioners filed first, and that the subsequent proposals were accepted erroneously. At this 

point. the Commission must consider the Joint Petitioners’ Proposal in a new proceeding, dating 

back t o  the initial filing date of October I O ,  2000. The Commission may also consider the 

proposals sct forth in Exhibit A and consolidate them into onc proceeding with the Joint 

i’etitioners’ t’roposal.’ 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Commission should issue a new notice of 

proposed rule making soliciting comment on Joint Petitioners’ Proposal as originally filcd on 

Octoher 10, 2000. and the proposals set forth in Exhibit A. In view of the unconscionable length 

of tlme that has pacsed since the Proposal was tiled, the Commission should take this action on 

ail expedited basis. 

4 One of‘ these proposals. ihe allotmenr of Channel 232A at Victoria, Texas, was advanced in a 
counrerproposal in MM Docket No. 02-248. However. this proceeding i s  still undecided. and the Victoria ptopo~al 
could be conaalidatcd with the Joint Petitioncrs’ I’roposal. 

The contlicting construction permit for Channel 255Cl at Dilley, Texas (Station KLMO-FM) is another 
nlarrcr. ‘I‘he permit (RPH-20010102AAC) was isxucd in error because i t  conklicted wlth the prior-filed proposal to 
substitute Channel ZShA at Ingram. l’cxas. Fortunately, there is  a simple solution to this problem. The construction 
permit iri fact does protect Channcl 256A al Ingram. The permit was issued pursuant to Section 73.215 wirh revpeCt 
10 Stations KAYC; .  Camp Wood, Texas: KRUC. Pleasanton, Texas: and KJFK, lampasas, Texas, and in affording 
cvntwt  protecrion lo llinsc stations i l  also affords contour protection to the Ingram allotmcnt. Should the Joint 
Perilioilers‘ I’roposal be grantcd, [he Dilley conatrucrion permit, wrth Section 73.2 15 protection towards Ingram. 
w w l d  no1 hc affecied. 



Rcspectfully submitted, 

CAPSTAR TX LfMITED PARTNERSHIP 
CLEAR CHANNEL BROADCASTING 
LICENSES, JNC. 

RAWHIDE RADIO,  LLC 

! J .  Thomas Nolan <--' Vinson & Elkins, LLP 
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
(202) 639-6500 

Its C'o-Counsel 

/$ 
[ / &*4-.@,444 C #  M h f 4  L. 

Lawrence N .  Cohn 
Cohn and Marks 
1920 N Strect, N.W. 
Suitc 300 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1 622 
(202) 452-48 I7 

Its Co-Counsel 

J u n c  16, 2003 

L Please iioir rfic ricw address for counscl. 

Wiley Rein & Fielding LLP 
1776 K Street, NW 
Washing$on, DC 20006 
(202) 719-7370 

Their Counsel 



i I 1 .  
$ 

i 

i 

Channel 

255C1 

i 

Docket C oinm un i tv 

No. 
Cnbuilt Dilley. Texas 
(CP) 
KLMO- 

2. 232A 

256A 

24SC3 

250A 

3. 

- 
01-105 Shiner, Texas 

------ Harper. Texas 

01-153 Tilden, Texas 

01-130 BatesviIle? Texas 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Stargazer 
Broadcasting, 
Inc. 
Charles 
Craw ford 
Charles 
Craw ford 

41610 1 

5/7/0 1 

51 1 8:O I 

FM 

Charles 
Crawford 
Char I es 
Craw ford 
Charles 
Craw ford 
Charles 
Craw ford 

New Ulm 
Broadcasting 
co.  

5/21/01 
92310 I 
5/25/0 1 

5/29/01 

6/15/01 

10/2 1 I02 

Mason, Tcxas 

01-154 Goldthwaite, 

243 A 
Texas 

01 -188 Evant, Texas 

1 I 

Petitioner I  ate 

I /2 iO 1 
Broadcasters 

Coin m en ts 

Construction pennit, Filc No. BPH-2001 OlOZAAO, 
grantcd 4/17/02, short-spaced to Channel 256A at 
Ingrain, Texas. Provides Section 73.2 15 contour 
protection to proposed Ingrain allotment with no 
change i n  facilities. 

Conflicts with proposed allotment of Channel 232A 
at Flatonia. Texas. 

Conflicts with proposed substitution of  Channel 256A 
for Channel 243A at Ingram, Texas. 
Conflicts with proposed substitution of Channel 
245C1 for Channel 247C at San Antonio, Texas. 
Conflicts with proposcd reallotment of Channel 
249C1 from McOueenev to Converse. Texas. 
Conflicts with proposed reallotment of Channel 
249C 1 from McOueenev to Converse, Texas. 
Conflicts with proposed substitution of Channel 297A 
for Channel 242A at Llano, Texas. 
Conflicts with proposed substitution of Channel 
243C2 at Lago Vista, Tcxas for Channel 244Cl at 
Georgetown. Texas. 
Conflicts with proposed allotment of Channel 23214 
at Flatonia, Texas. 



EXHIBIT B 



Call Channel 

RADD ADD 247Cl 
RDEL DEL 248C 
KAJA LIC 247C 
RDEL DEL 247C 
KWTXFH LIC 248C 
KWTXFM CP 248C 
RDEL DEL 244C1 
WFIFM LIC 244C1 
RDEL DEL 244C1 
RADD ADD 248C2 
RDEL DEL 248C2 
WUID ADD 249A 
ALL0 RSV 249C1 
KVCQ.C CP 249C1 
RADD ADD 249C1 
RDEL DEL 249C1 
KAIlD ADD 249C1 
RADD ADD 245C1 

- - - - - - - .  _ - - - _ - - -  
Loca t ion D i s t  

- - - - - -_ - - - -_ - - - -________ I__________  

Lake way Tx 0 . 0 0  
Waco Tx 0.00 
San Antonio Tx 125.95 
San Antonio Tx 131.56 
Wac0 TX 122.70 
Wac0 TX 1 2 2 . 7 3  
Georgetown TX 2.63 
Georgetown TX 2.63 
Georgetown TX 19.20 
Marl in Tx 111.55 
Wac0 TX 144.96  
Nolanville TX 89.23 
Mcqueeney TX 105.99 
Mcqueeney Tx IO?. 38 
Converse TX 119.75 
Mcqueeney TX 119.75 
Converse TX 119.75 
San Antonio Tx 131.56 

Azi - - - - - - - -  
0 . 0  
0 . 0  

226.5 
227.3 
21.2 
21.3 

3 0 8 . 6  
308.6 
3 2 8 . 5  
32.1 
22 .4  
12.2 

173.9. 
173.1 
214 .7  
214.7 
214.7 
2 2 7 . 3  

FCC Margin 
-----..--------_ 
245.0 -245.00 
2 0 9 . 0  -209.00 
270.0 - 1 4 4 . 0 5  
2 7 0 . 0  - 1 3 8 . 4 4  
209.0 -86.30 
2 0 9 . 0  -86 .23  

8 2 . 0  - 7 9 . 3 7  
82.0 - 7 9 . 3 7  
8 2 . 0  - 6 2 . 8 0  

1 5 8 . 0  -46 .45  
158.0 -13.04 
75.0 14.23 
82.0 23.99 
82.0 25.38 
82.0 37.75 
8 2 . 0  3 7 . 7 5  
8 2 . 0  3 7 . 7 5  
8 2 . 0  4 9 . 5 6  



Channel 245C1 San Antonio Texae (KAJA) 
Allocation Study 

REFERENCE DISPLAY DATES 
29 30 01 N CLASS = c1 DATA 04-24 -03  
98 4 6  41 W Current Spacinga SEARCH 05-25-03 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Charnel 245 - 9 6 . 9  mz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Call Channel 

RADD ADD 245C1 
RDEL DEL 247C 

RADD ADD 245C3 
RDEL DEL 244611 
KHFIF'M LIC 244'21 
RDEL DEL 244Cl 
ALLO 2 4 4  
KIOXFM LIC 245C1 
UYLFM LIC 245C1 
ALLO USE 245C1 
ALL0 VAC 243A 
RDEL DEL 243A 
KXYLE'M CP 245Cl 
KXTNFM L I C  2 9 8 C  
RDEL DEL 248C 
ALLO 246 
XHNLOF OPE 246B 
ALLO VAC 242A 
RADD ADD 247C1 
RADD ADD 243C2 
RADD ADD 243C2 
MBAE LIC 2 4 2 A  
RDEL DEL 242A 
ALLO VAC 242A 
RDEL DEL 242A 
RADD ADD 242A 
W D  ADD 242A 
RVAC VAC 299A 

- - _ L - - - _ _ - - - - _ _ - -  

KAJA Lrc 247c 

Location 
- - - - - _ - - - - _ _ - _ - - _ - - -  
San Antonio 
San Antonio 
San Antonio 
Tilden 
George t o m  
Georgetown 
George town 
Piedras Negras 
El Campo 
Brownwood 
Brownwood 
Ingrarn 
lngrarn 
Brownwood 
San Antonio 
Waco 
Nuevo Laredo 
Nuevo Laredo 
Cotulla 
Lakeway 
Lago V i s t a  
Lago Vista 
L1 ano 
Llano 
Yorktown 
Yorktown 
Shiner 
Flat; on ia 
Leakey 

- - - - - -  
TX 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 
TX 
CI 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TA 
TA 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 

D i e t  
---..----- 

0 . 0 0  
0.00 
5 . 8 8  

115.28 
131.18 

136.54 
1 9 0 . 5 8  
2 4 4 . 5 1  
245 .29  
2 4 5 . 2 9  

77 .53  
7 7 . 5 3  

2 5 4 . 8 2  
55.78 
131.56 
226 .44  
234.75  
116.05 
131.56 
136.54 
136.54 
133.02 
137.01 
139.47 
139.47 
146.30 
152.30 
110.40 

132. ia 

Azi FCC Margin 
- - - - - - - - - _ _ - - - - _ ^ _ _ _ - - -  

0 . 0  245.0 -245.00 
0 . 0  105.0 -105.00 

63.8 105.0 -99.12 
167.0 211.0 -95.72 

4 5 . 6  177.0 -45 .82  
45 .6  177.0 -45.82 
3 8 . 8  177.0 -40 .4s  

2 4 2 . 9  209.0 -18 .42  
105.5 245 .0  - 0 . 4 9  
3 5 5 . 1  245.0  0 . 2 9  
355.1 245.0 0 . 2 9  
325.5 7 5 . 0  2.53 
325 .5  7 5 . 0  2.53 
348.2  245.0  9 . 8 2  
116.6 41.0  14.78 
4 6 . 8  1 0 5 . 0  2 6 . 5 6  

2 0 0 . 9  195.0 3 1 . 4 4  
197.7 195.0 39.75 
201.0 7 5 . 0  43.05 

4 6 . 8  82 . O  49.56 
38.8 7 9 . 0  57.54 
3 8 . 8  79 .0  57 .54  

0 . 5  75.0 5 8 . 0 2  
6 .6 7 5 . 0  62.01 

111.1 75.0 64.47 
111.1 7 5 . 0  6 4 . 4 7  
91.0 75 . O  71.30 
04.7  7 5 . 0  77.30 
281.9 2 2 . 0  88.40 



Nc.C.:!59 2 .  4 

Channel 243C2 Lago Vista Texas (KHFL} 
Allocation Study 

call Channel 

RADD ADD 243C2 
RADD ADD 243C2 
RDEL DEL 244C1 
KHFIFM LIC 244Cl 
RDEL DEL 244C1 
RADD ADD 243A 
KBAE LIC 242A 
RDEL DEL 242A 
RDEL DEL 243A 
ALLO VAC 243A 
WMX LZC 243C 
ALLO VAC 2 4 0 A  
RADD ADD 242A 
RADD ADD 242A 
KGSR LIC 296C2 
RADD ADD 240A 
KXXM L I C  241C1 
RDEL DEL 242A 
ALLO VAC 242A 
RADD ADD 245C1 
KLFX L I C  297A 
RADD ADD 297A 
RDEL DEL 297A 
KLFX.A APP 297A 
KSCS L I C  242C 
KLTG L I C  243C1 
RADD ADD 241C2 

_ - - _ - - - - _ - _ - - - _ _ -  
Locat ion 

- - - _ - - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - - - - - - -  
Lago V i s t a  TX 
Lago V i s t a  TX 
Georgetown TX 
Georgetown TX 
Georgetown TX 
Evant TX 
Llano TX 
Llano TX 
Ingram TX 
Ingram TX 
Houston Tx 
Burnet TX 
F1 at on1 a 'zx 
Shiner Tx 
Bastrop Tx 
Giddi ngs Tx 
San Antonio Tx 
Yorktown TX 
Yorkt own TX 
San Antonio TX 
Nolanville TX 
Llano TX 
Nolanvi 1 le TX 
Nolanville TX 
Fort Worth TX 
Corpus Christi TX 
College Station TX 

D i s t  - -  _ - - - - - -  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
16.76 
16.76 
116.79 
70.73 
7 6 . 0 7  
136.65 
336.65 
248.90 

5 8 . 0 8  
113.30 
124.32 

47 .18  
85.33 
116.09 
162.40 
162.40 
136.54 

7 5 . 4 9  
7 6 . 0 7  
7 6 . 5 5  
7 6 . 5 5  

302 .04  
145.36 

252. oa 

A z i  
- - - - - - - -  

0 . 0  
0 . 0  
0.0 

151.5 
151.5 
347.3 
291.6 
293.7 
252.3 
252.3 
112.6 
318.5 
145.1 
151.5 
141.6 
104.6  
218.4 
164.7 
164.7 
219.3 
21.1 

2 9 3 . 7  
22.1 
22.1 
19.9 

174 .7  
7 6 . 2  

FCC Margin 

190.0 -190.00 
190.0 -190.00 
158.0 -158.00 

158.0 -141.24 
166.0 - 4 9 . 2 1  
106.0 - 3 5 . 2 7  
106.0 -29.93 
166.0 - 2 9 . 3 5  
166.0 -29.35 
249.0 -0.10 

5 5 . 0  3 - 8 8  
106.0 7.30 

18.32 106.0 
27.18 2 0 . 0  

5 5 . 0  30.33 
7 9 . 0  37.09 
106.0 56.40  
106.0 56 .40  

7 9 . 0  57 * 5 4  
15.0 60 .49  
15 . O  61.07 
15.0 61.55 
15.0 61.55 
188.0 64.00 
2 2 4 . 0  78.04 

5 8 . 0  87.36 

_ - - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -  

158. o -141.24 



Channel 297A Llano Texae (KBAE) 
Allocation Study 

Call Channel 

RADII ADD 297A 
RADD ADD 297A 
KLFX LIC 297A 
KLFX.A APP 297A 
RDEL DEL 29719 
KXTNFM LIC 298C 
KHLBFM LLC 295A 
RADD ADD 297A 
KFANFM LIC 300C2 
KFANFM APP 300C2 

KGSR LIC 296C2 

_ _ - - _ _ _ _ - _ _  

w a n  ADD 29631 

Location Dl8t Azi FCC Margin - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ - - - - _ _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Llano TX 0 . 0 0  0 . 0  115.0 -115.00 
Goldthwaite Tx 83.45 353.0 115.0 -31.55 
Nolanville Tx 104.85 67.1 115.0 -10.15 

-8 .40  Wolanville TX 106.60 
Nolanviile TX 106.60 67.3 115.0 -8 .40  
San Antonio Tx 164.52 168.2 165.0 - 0 . 4 8  
Burnet TX 30.53 88.1 31.0 - 0 . 4 7  
Junction TX 114.91 2 5 5 . 1  115.0 - 0 . 0 9  
Johnson City lx 5 8 . 9 0  182.5 5 5 . 0  3 . 9 0  
Johnson City TX 5 8 . 9 0  182.5 5 5 . 0  3 .SO 
Brady TX 8 3 . 8 8  301.9 7 2 . 0  11.88 
Bastrop Tx 119.83 124 .0  106 .0  13.83 

67.3 115.0 



Channel 249A Nolanville Texas (KLFX) 
Allocation Study 

Call Channel 

KWTXFM LIC 2 4 8 C  
KWTXPM CP 248C 
RADD ADD 249A 
RDEL DEL 248C 
RADD ADD 248C2 
RDEL DEL 248C2 
ALL0 RSV 249C1 
KVCQ.C CP 249C1 
RDEL DEL 249C1 
RADD ADD 249C1 
RADD ADD 249C1 
KVLZ LIC 252A 
KASZ . A  APP 252A 
KBFB L I C  250C 
KVETFM LIC 251C1 
RADD ADD 247CL 
RADD ADD 249C3 

- - - - - - _ - _ - - _ _ - _ _ _  Loca t ion Dist A z i  - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - -  
Wac0 TX 37 .34  4 3 . 5  
Wac0 TX 37.38 4 3 . 5  
Nolanville TX 0 . 0 0  0 . 0  
Wac0 TX 89.23 192.3 
Marl i n  TX 41.12 8 0 . 0  
Wac0 Tx 5 9 . 3 2  38.0 
Mcqueeney Tx 192.74 182.4 

Mcqueeney T X  205.04 2 0 5 . 2  
Converse TX 205.04 2 0 5 . 2  
Converse Tx 205.04 2 0 5 . 2  
Gatesville Tx 41.39 3 4 3 . 7  
Gatesville TX 41.39 343.7 
Dallas TX 175.53 19.1 
Austin Tx 87.98 193.8 
La kewa y Tx 89.23 192.3 
Mason TX 159.74 255.6 

Mcqueeney Tx 193.88 181 .8  

PCC 

165.0 
165.0 
115.0 
165.0 
106.0 
106.0 
2 0 0 . 0  
2 0 0 . 0  
2 0 0 . 0  
2 0 0 . 0  
2 0 0 . 0  
31.0 
31.0 
165.0 

7 5 . 0  
7 5 . 0  
142.0 

- - - - - - - -  
Margin 

. - - - - - - -  
-127.66 
-127.62 
-115 .OO 

- 7 5 . 7 7  
- 6 4 . 8 8  
- 4 6 . 6 8  

- 7 . 2 6  
-6.12 

5 . 0 4  
5 . 0 4  
5.04 
10.39 
10.39 
10.53 

14.23 
17.74 

12.98 



N o . l i 3 5 9  P. 7 

Channel 249C1 Converse Texae (KVCQ) 
Allocation Study 

REFERENCE DISPLAY DATES 
29 25 07 N CLASS = c1 DATA 04-24-03 
98 29 02 W Current Spacings SEARCH 05-25-03 _ - _ _ _ - - _ _ _ - _ - _ - - _ _ _ - - - - - - ~  Channel 2 4 9  - 97.7 m2 _ _ c - - - _ _ - _ - _ - - - _ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _  

Call Channel Location 

FUkDD ADD 249C1 Converse 
RADD ADD 249C1 Converse 
RDEL DEL 249C1 Mcqueeney 
ALL0 RSV 249C1 Mcqueeney 
KVCQ.C CP 249C1 Mcqueeney 
RDEL DEL 248C Wac0 
KVCQ LIC 249173 Mcqueeney 
KAJA LIC 247C San Antonio 
RDEL DEL 247C San Antonio 
RADD ADD 249C3 Mason 
RADD ADD 250A Bateeville 
RADD ADD 2 5 0 A  George Weat 
RADD ADD 249A Nolanville 
KFTX LIC 248C1 Kingsville 
ALL0 248 San Carlos 
KWTXFM LIC 248C Wac0 
KWTXFM CP 248C Waco 
RADD ADD 247C1 Lakeway 
KVETFM LIC 251C1 Austin 

- - - - _ - - - _ _ - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TX 
TX 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
CI 
m 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 

D i e t  - - - - - - - - -  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  

7 9 . 9 5  
81.78 
119.75 
126.92 

2 6 . 0 0  
2 9 . 9 4  
160 55 
109.41 
134.06 
205.04  
204.94 
238.39 
240.78 
240.82 
119.75 
120.10 

Azi - - - - - - - -  
0 . 0  
0 . 0  
0 . Q  

9 5 . 5  
34.3 
107.3 
2 9 6 . 8  
2 0 7 . 8  
334.9 
246.7 
1 6 6 . 5  

2 4 . 7  
155.0 
260.1 
27.5 
27.5 
34.3 
33.1 

9 4 . 8  

FCC 

245.0 
2 4 5 . 0  
245.0 
245.0 
245.0 
209.0 
211.0 
105.0 
105.0 
211.0 
133.0 
133.0 
2 0 0 . 0  
177.0 
209.0 
209.0 
209.0 

8 2 . 0  
$ 2 . 0  

- - - - - - Margin - - - _ - - - _  
-245  . O O  
-245.00 
-245.00 
-165.05 
-163.22 

- 8 9 . 2 5  
-84.08 
- 7 9 . 0 0  
- 7 5 . 0 6  
- 5 0 . 4 5  
-23.59 
1.86 
5 . 0 4  

27.94 
29.39 
31.78 
31.82 
37 .75  
38.10 

s-5- 



N c . 0 3 5 9  F ,  8 

Channel 249C1 McQueeney T e x a s  (KVCQ) 
Allocation Study 

Call Channel Locat ion 

RADD ADD 249C1 Converse 
RADD ADD 249C1 Converse 
RDEL DEL 249C1 Mcqueeney 
ALLO RSV 249C1 Mcqueeney 
KVCQ.C CP 249C1 Mcqueeney 
RDEL DEL 248C Waco 
KVCQ LIC 249C3 Mcqueeney 
KAJA LIC 247C San Antonio 
RDEL DEL 247C San Antonio 
RADD ADD 249C3 Ma6011 
RADD ADD 250A Batesville 
RADD ADD 250A George West 
RADD ADD 249A Nolanville 
KFTX LIC 248C1 Kingsville 
ALLO 240 San Carlos 
KWTXFM L I C  248C Waco 
KWTXFM CP 248C Waco 
RADD ADD 247Cl Lakeway 
KVETFM L I C  251C1 Austin 

- - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  _ - - _  

Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
TX 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 

Tx 
Tx 
TX 
Tx 

cr 

D i e t  
- - - - - _ - - - - -  

0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  

7 9 . 9 5  
81.78 
119.75 
126.92 

2 6 . 0 0  
29.94 
160.55 
109.41 
134.86 
205.04 
204.94  
2 3 8 . 3 9  
240 .78  
240.62 
119.75 
120. i o  

A z i  
-----..-- 

0.0 
0 . 0  
0 . 0  

9 4 . 8  
95.5 
3 4 . 3  
107.3 
296 - a  
2 w . a  
334.9 
246.7 
166.5 
24.7 
155.0 
260.1 
27-5 
2 7 . 5  
34  - 3  
33.1 

FCC 

245.0 
245.0 
245 .0  
245.0 
245.0 
2 0 9 . 0  
211.0 
105.0 
105.0 
211 0 
133.0 
133.0 
2 0 0 . 0  
177.0 
2 0 9 . 0  
2 0 9 . 0  
209.0 

8 2 . 0  

- - - - - - -  

8 2 . 0  

Margin - - - - - - - -  
- 2 4 5 . 0 0  
- 2 4 5 . 0 0  
-245 .00  
-165.05 
- 163.22 
-89.25 
-84.08 
-79.00 
-75.06 
-50.45 
- 2 3 . 5 9  
1.86 
5.04 

27.94 
2 9 . 3 9  
31.78 
31.82 
3 7 . 7 5  
38.10 



Channel 256A Ingram Texas (Vacant Channel 243A) 
Allocation Study 

REFERENCE DISPLAY DATBS 
30 04 30 N CLASS = A MTA 04-24-03 
99 14 06 W Current Spacings SEARCH 05-25-03 _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Chamel 256 - 99.1 mz - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Call Channel Locat ion D i s t  A z i  FCC Margin - _ _ - - - - - - - - - _ _ - _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RADD ADD 256A Ingram Tx 0 . 0 0  0 . 0  115.0 -115.00 

2 3 . 9 5  3 4 9 . 3  115.0 -91.05 
KAYG LIC 256A Camp Wood TX 85.32 242.2 115.0 -29 .68  

- 7 . 4 3  
7 2 . 0  0 . 0 7  RADD ADD 257A Leakey TX 7 2 . 0 7  239.5 

KBBT LIC 253C1 Schertz TX 78.61 141.0 7 5 . 0  3.61 
=LO USE 253C1 Schertz TX 78 .61  141.0 75.0 3.61 

6 . 7 5  K " L  LIC 255C1 Leander Tx 
33 .05  K"L.C CP 255C2 Leander TX 139.05 
34.19 KLMOFM LIC 255C1 Dil ley  TX 

KISSFM LIC 2 5 8 C  San Antonio T2c 129.21 133.3 95.0 34.21 
RADD ADD 259A Mason Tx 74.83  0 . 1  3 1 . 0  4 3 . 8 3  

RADII ADD 256A Harper Tx 

KLMOFM CP 255C1 Dillcy TX 135.57 182.0 133.0 

139.75 5 8 . 5  133.0 
7 5 . 0  106.0 

167.19 180.5 133.0 



Channel 232A F l a t o n i a  Texas (Proposed Allotment) 
~l locat ion study 

C a l l  Channel Location D i s t  Az i FCC Margin 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RADD ADD 2 3 2 A  Flatonia 
RDEL DEL 232A Flatonia  
RDEL DEL 23219 Shiner 
RADD ADD 232A Shiner 
RADD ADD 232A Victoria 
KTBZFM LIC 233C Houston 
KLBJFM LIC 229C Austin 
KAMX LIC 234C Luling 
KULF L I C  231C3 Brenham 
ALL0 VAC 231C2 Brenham 
KULF.A APP 231C2 Brenham 
KAJI LIC 231C3 Point C o r n f o r t  
KAJ1.C CP 231C3 Point C o m f o r t  
KEMA LIC 233C2 Three Rivers 
KHTZ LIC 232A Cameron 
U E Y F M  LIC 231C2 Floresville 
KEMA.A APP 233C2 Three River6 
- . A  APP 233C2 Three Rivers 
KRVL LIC 232C2 Kerrville 
KBUK LIC 285A La Grange 
RADD ADD 235C2 Ganado 
RDEL DEL 231C3 Poin t  C o m f o r t  

- - - -  
Tx 
Tx 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
Tx 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 

_ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - -  
0 . 0 0  0 . 0  
0 . 0 0  0.0 

20.37 182.7 
20.37 182.7 
96.65 166.9 

164.97 91.1 
95.10 324.2 
96.66 324.4 
96.42 5 2 . 5  

1 2 0 . 4 5  4 4 . 1  
120 .45  4 4 . 1  
105.86 152.6 
109.06 150.3 
128.13 219.2 
138.76 7.2 
135.11 249.4 
135.17 224.1 
135.17 224.1 
198.44 291.4 

91.22 150.4 
131.82 145.2 

4 4 . 6 0  4 8 . 4  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
115.0 -115.00 
115.0 -115.00 
115.0 -94.63 
115.0 -94.63 
115.0 -18.35 
165.0 -0.03 
95.0 0.10 
95.0 1.66 
8 9 . 0  7 .42  

106.0 14.45 
106.0 14 45 

89.0 16 - 86 
8 9 . 0  20  06  
106.0 22.13 
115.0 23.76 
106.0 29.11 
106.0 29.17 
106.0 29.17 
166.0 32 - 4 4  
10.0 3 4 . 6 0  
55.0 3 6 . 2 2  
8 9 . 0  42.82  
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